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Review of Scotland’s statutory debt solutions

Stage 3 Consultation 

Response


[bookmark: _Toc167115122][bookmark: _Toc167122199][bookmark: _Toc167350319]Consultation
[bookmark: _Toc167350320]Your organisation
Question 1. In what sector(s) does your organisation operate? Please select as many as appropriate.
☐	a charitable advice provider 
☐	commercial advice provider 
☐ 	local authority 
☐	creditor 
☐	debt collection/debt purchase 
☐	credit union 
☐	insolvency practitioner 
☐	payment distributor 
☐	consumer body 
☒	academic – Prof Donna McKenzie Skene and Dr Alisdair MacPherson, Centre for Scots Law, University of Aberdeen
☐ 	other 


Question 2. Does your organisation, or, any evidence you are submitting represent;-
☐ 	anyone in debt 
☐ 	a particular client group 
☐ 	a client demographic 
☐ 	a specific geography. If you chose this option, is it whole of Scotland? 
Yes ☐  
No ☐
If part of Scotland, please specify - 
☐ 	ethnic minority group 
☐ 	particular vulnerable groups 

[bookmark: _Toc167350321]Current provisions
Question 3. Thinking about the existing provisions:
a) What works well?
As we are not currently practitioners, it is difficult for us to provide detailed comments on this regarding the position in practice. However, see our general comments below.

b) What doesn’t work well, and why?
See above and below.

c) What gaps, if any exist?
See above and below.

d) Any other comments you would like to make?
See above and below.



Question 4. In respect of the statutory solutions, how well do you feel the current provisions work?     
a) Sequestration
☐ 	Very well 
☒ 	Quite well 
☐ 	Not very well 
☐ 	Not at all well 
Why did you respond as above?
[bookmark: _Hlk167113091]While sequestration seems to be relatively effective as a procedure, there are some technical issues that should be addressed and resolved. See also above and below.

b) Minimal Assets Process 
☐ 	Very well 
☒ 	Quite well 
☐ 	Not very well 
☐ 	Not at all well 
Why did you respond as above? 
As with full sequestration, MAPs seem to work relatively well, but there are some ways in which the law could be improved. See also above and below.


c) Protected Trust Deed
☐ 	Very well 
☒ 	Quite well 
☒ 	Not very well 
☐ 	Not at all well 
Why did you respond as above?
We know that PTDs are relatively controversial and are probably less effective than other solutions. However, they are still used relatively often and seem to be suitable in some circumstances. Our answer to how well the current provisions work therefore probably falls somewhere between quite well and not very well. See also above and below.

d) Debt Arrangement Scheme
☐ 	Very well 
☒ 	Quite well 
☐ 	Not very well 
☐ 	Not at all well 
Why did you respond as above?
In general, DAS seems to work relatively well but there are aspects of the law that could be improved for certainty and clarity and in order to better meet policy objectives. Business DAS does not, however, seem to work well.

[bookmark: _Toc167115123][bookmark: _Toc167122200][bookmark: _Toc167350322]
Values and principles
An idea was raised at the roundtable event that received strong and broad support. This was that the personal insolvency regime in Scotland should be underpinned by a set of principles and values enshrined in legislation. These would act as the reference point for all decisions made both within the regime and in making changes to the regime. It was noted Social Security Scotland has recently introduced legislative principles and values in its model and this was a useful precedent for the insolvency regime (see section 1 of the Social Security (Scotland) Act 2018 for more information).
Question 5. From your perspective, what do you think could be the possible advantages of this approach? Also, what could be the possible disadvantages? 
We have mixed feelings about the inclusion of values in legislation. On the one hand, values can identify underpinning elements of the bankruptcy system, which may assist with decision making and developing a coherent approach, but on the other hand, they can often appear vague, contradictory (or at least conflicting in some contexts) and fairly disconnected from the legal rules that parties have to follow. We note that if values or principles are to be included in legislation, the approach in ss 1-2 of the Social Security (Scotland) Act 2018 could provide a template of sorts but an attempt should be made to understand what impact the inclusion of such principles has had. 

Question 6. If you are in support, please set out your views on what the principles and values should be, and why?
If principles and/or values are to be included, we think that there is some merit in using, at least as a starting point, the key principles identified in the Scottish Government’s Consultation on Bankruptcy (2012) at p 7 (in the context of discussing the intended development of a service for debt advice, debt management and debt relief): 
- Ensuring that the people of Scotland have access to fair and just processes of debt advice, debt relief and debt management.
- Those debtors who can pay should pay their debts, whilst acknowledging the wide range of circumstances and events that contribute towards financial difficulty and insolvency for both individuals and businesses. 
- Securing the best return for creditors by ensuring that the rights and needs of those in debt are balanced with the rights and needs of creditors and businesses.
For further discussion, see D McKenzie Skene, Bankruptcy (2018), para 3-16. 

[bookmark: _Toc167115124]

[bookmark: _Toc167122201][bookmark: _Toc167350323]Access to insolvency
The number of people who access a statutory insolvency solution is far lower than the proportion who potentially benefit from one.
Question 7. What are the barriers to people accessing statutory debt solutions?
a) the general population
As we are not currently practitioners, we have limited knowledge regarding the barriers for people accessing statutory debt solutions. However, it is likely that stigma, unwillingness to address debt issues, incapability of doing so, and lack of knowledge regarding the availability of the solutions are contributory factors.
b) those with protected characteristics
See above and below.

c) individuals who are self-employed and other small business owners 
The bankruptcy regime and debates around it in recent times seem to have been principally focused on consumer debtors, albeit that we accept that consumers are the vast majority of debtors within the bankruptcy system. With the exception of Business DAS, the solutions available are not generally developed with the self-employed and other small business owners in mind and they may not be attractive for their purposes – see, for example, comments above regarding Business DAS. In addition, there may be a lack of awareness regarding available options because of the focus on consumer debtors. Also see above and below.
Question 8. What are potential solutions to remove those barriers?
Greater availability of financial education, enhancing the provision of information about debt solutions, suitably addressing stigma surrounding the procedures (as far as it is feasible), and adjusting procedures to make them more appealing to those who may wish to use them, including self-employed individuals and other relevant business owners.



Question 9. Do you think that the stigma linked to debt or bankruptcy acts as a barrier to accessing the most appropriate insolvency solution, and if so, how?
See above and below.

At the roundtable, an idea was raised for a single gateway to insolvency, rather than access being governed by the eligibility of the four current statutory solutions. Here, a single eligibility criterion would apply and once accessed there would be flexibility between debt relief and debt repayment options based on an individual’s circumstances. This was largely welcomed at the roundtable as being easier to understand for consumers, reducing burden on advisers and being an effective way to remove gaps between the current solutions. It was noted it may also solve issues currently seen when people need to transition between solutions once already in an insolvency product (e.g. transitioning from a Protected Trust Deed to a Sequestration).
Question 10. What the potential advantages and disadvantages of a single gateway to insolvency?
We can see merit in having a single gateway to debt solutions, in terms of providing flexibility and utilising the most appropriate option based on the debtor’s circumstances. Such a gateway could be structured in a variety of ways. We understand that it might be difficult to develop a suitable model in practice but there are advantages in doing so, which we also mention below. It seems to us that it must be accepted that a model exclusively based on debtor choice allows even a reasonably informed debtor (with debt advice) to make a choice regarding the selected solution which may not objectively be the best choice. A single gateway model will almost inevitably reduce the debtor’s choice element, but that may be justifiable if a solution more suitable for a debtor’s circumstances is more frequently selected. It would, however, be possible to devise a system that takes into account the views of the debtor, as well as creditors in certain circumstances. The introduction of a single gateway might also allow the solutions themselves to be structured in a different way.  
Question 11. What alternatives are there to a single gateway which may improve access to insolvency and / or increase flexibility once in a debt solution?
It could be made easier to move from one form of debt solution to another. However, there are also challenges and drawbacks in terms of facilitating this.

Access to insolvency often relies on accessing high quality and impartial money advice, as well as having the services in place to administer debt solutions once accessed.
Question 12. Do you have any concerns about how money advice and solutions administration is funded? 
☐ 	Yes  
☐ 	No 
If yes, please outline your concerns below.
We do not have enough knowledge of the matter to comment on this. 

Question 13. How could the funding regime be made more effective? 
No comment.

[bookmark: _Toc167115125]

[bookmark: _Toc167122202][bookmark: _Toc167350324]Repayments and conditions of insolvency solutions
Stakeholders at the roundtable were broadly in agreement that where a person can afford to repay their debts, they should do so. It was noted however that there was not broad agreement on what being able to pay is defined as. In some cases, people may not be able to pay anything towards their debts.
Question 14. What are your views on the most appropriate way to assess what people can afford to repay when in problem debt?
The answer to this will depend on certain policy preferences and approaches adopted in relation to statutory debt solutions more generally. We would, however, support an approach which defined ability to pay in a fair and balanced way. We have no further comments at the present time.

We also heard in the roundtable that currently people in insolvency are not incentivised to improve their financial situation (e.g. by taking overtime or a higher paying job) due to proceeds going to creditors. A broadly supported proposal put forward was to split the proceeds of any increase in income between the client and creditors.
Question 15. Do you agree that proceeds of increased income should be shared between client and creditors? 
☒ Yes 
☐ No 
Question 15a. If yes, what proportion should go to the client and what proportion to creditors (e.g. 50/50, 40/60, 30/70, a fixed £ amount etc)? 
We do not have specific comments at this stage. We think it would be sensible to address wider matters first, especially the overall approach to debt solutions and connected issues, before we provide our comments on this. 
Question 16. Are there other incentives that could be introduced to help people improve their financial situation while in insolvency?
See above and below.

Similarly, at the roundtable there were examples given where people were in repayment solutions for more than 15 years and sometimes, even after that time period, were having to switch to bankruptcy due to issues maintaining repayments. This situation compares to restrictions of months within a Minimal Asset Process and up to four years in a sequestration. It is clear there are very wide variances between the time people spend impacted by insolvency dependent on which solution they access, with often much longer impacts for people in solutions more strongly focussed on repayment. The current solutions take no account of the fact that a debtor may have already been on a repayment plan for many years. 
Question 17. Should a previous repayment plan be taken into account? 
☒ Yes 
☐ No 
Question 17a. If yes, how? 
We believe there may be some merit in this but would need further detail before reaching a firm decision. We do, however, note that to the extent that debts have been reduced by a previous repayment plan, then this will, in effect, have been taken into account. 

Question 18. Should there be a standard timeframe, which applies to all solutions? 
☐ Yes 
☒ No 

It is apparent from previous work carried out by the Accountant in Bankruptcy and others that treatment of the family home can be a contentious matter in insolvency. Views and evidence on this topic are welcomed.
Question 19. What are your views on what a proportionate and consistent approach to the treatment of the family home in insolvency should be?
We understand that how best to deal with the family home is a controversial matter and it may be difficult to build a consensus. Although we understand the policy issues surrounding the possibility of making debtors (and their families) homeless, we are generally resistant to the suggestion that such property should be excluded entirely from debt solutions. It will often be a debtor’s most valuable asset and it would be unfair to creditors if it could not be sold in any circumstances to meet debts. Such an approach may also have negative knock-on effects in terms of how creditors financially engage with individuals in future (which will not be to the benefit of debtors). It could be argued that such property could be excluded if the equity fell below a prescribed value threshold, but there could be significant problems in identifying an appropriate value threshold. Furthermore, it may be queried why someone who owns a home is being treated more favourably, in terms of protecting their home, than someone who is renting. It can also be asked why unsecured creditors who have resort only to diligence and bankruptcy for recovery of their debts should be disadvantaged in terms of enforcement against a family home in comparison with secured creditors. Such an approach potentially favours powerful institutional creditors at the expense of smaller and weaker creditors. A coherent and consistent approach across debt solutions, diligence and security rights, with only minor variations, would seem to be more appropriate. 
We are, however, supportive of the existence of additional protections for a family home in comparison to other types of property. This includes limitations on when a family home can be sold, the procedure that must be followed and rules relating to reinvestment in the debtor. There are strong policy reasons for this. To some extent, the current regime meets these requirements (see Bankruptcy (Scotland) Act 2016, s 113(2)) but the law could be improved in certain respects. For example, a trustee has to do very little under the present law to avoid the family home reinvesting in the debtor under s 112, with the result, contrary to the original policy intention, that many years can still pass before the trustee seeks to sell the property (see e.g. Maclure v GG [2024] SAC Civ 19; Accountant in Bankruptcy v Davies [2021] SC PHD 23). There could instead be a longstop date by which a trustee must seek to sell the property, otherwise it reinvests in the debtor.
If, despite our points above, a decision is made to place greater limitations on the ability of a trustee to sell family homes under a certain size or value, or in more extreme terms to preclude the sale of such property, we would still argue that at the very least, the creditors should have an entitlement to proceeds of sale if the home is sold by the debtor or a secured creditor.   

[bookmark: _Toc167115126][bookmark: _Toc167122203][bookmark: _Toc167350325]Matters linked to but broader than insolvency
It would be remiss of this review not to acknowledge the growth in the number of people now seen in money advice who are experiencing a ‘deficit budget’. A significant proportion of people have outgoings greater than their income, even after working with a money adviser to increase income and reduce expenditure where possible. It would also be remiss not to recognise the huge proportion of people who are facing problem debt but also have significant linked issues, such as mental health problems, housing issues, employment problems and family issues.
Question 20. Can the insolvency regime itself do more to help people experiencing a deficit budget? If so, what? 
We do not have any further comments beyond those above and below. 

Question 21. How can the insolvency regime better link up with other government services and other support services to help them resolve their problems more holistically?
We do not have any further comments beyond those above and below.

[bookmark: _Toc167115127][bookmark: _Toc167122204][bookmark: _Toc167350326]Use of technology and other innovation
Question 22. What technology and other innovations could be utilised to make the insolvency regime more effective?
We have no comments on this at present. We do consider, however, that because of the potentially complex and diverse nature of debtors’ circumstances, any innovations should only enhance, and not replace, face-to-face interaction between the debtor and any adviser/trustee/single gateway administrator.     

[bookmark: _Toc167115128][bookmark: _Toc167122205][bookmark: _Toc167350327]Matters not covered by other questions
Please set out any other points not raised elsewhere which link to ensuring the insolvency regime is effective in the modern Scottish economy.
Accepting the challenge to ask ourselves “what if we had a blank piece of paper?”, we would offer the following comments.
General
It is vital that the insolvency regime caters for the whole spectrum of debtors, rather than just those with minimal assets and/or income in respect of whom, perhaps understandably, there has been considerable focus in recent times. We understand the need for adjustments of the law in relation to such individuals but this can lead to the neglect of other types of debtor, additional complexity and the failure to meet wider objectives. Too much general modification of the regime with only one particular group in mind can skew the law in relation to other parties.
Debt Solutions
We support the concept of having different solutions with different outcomes in terms of debt relief in order to meet the differing needs of debtors and creditors. We consider that in order for someone to obtain full debt relief, they should have to relinquish all of their assets (subject to some exceptions) and their surplus income/acquirenda (for an appropriate period). Sequestration is of course the paradigmatic debt solution in this respect. We think the MAP bankruptcy should be retained but care must be taken to avoid a system which allows for “revolving-door” bankruptcies. We do not consider that the bankruptcy system is the correct place to address ongoing problem debt arising from external causes. In this context, we are aware that there is some demand to allow for an individual to access a MAP every 5 years, but we have certain reservations about this, unless other underlying issues are addressed. We accept that there are circumstances in which it could be justifiable (e.g. if someone has encountered unforeseen financial problems outside their control), yet there may be other more appropriate ways to deal with relevant situations (and the proposed single gateway could help in this respect). If it is decided to allow for access to MAP on a further occasion after less than 10 years since the first MAP, then 5 years may seem the most appropriate period but other periods between 5 and 10 years could be considered instead. Alternatively, someone may be permitted to enter another MAP after less than 10 years on cause shown. A further possibility is that after a second MAP following the expiry of 5 years, there could be no further MAP until a further 10 years later.
We accept that there have been historic issues with the use and misuse of protected trust deeds. It may be asked whether it is in fact necessary or appropriate to retain trust deeds as a debt solution. If they are to be retained, we would favour statutory codification. The current mix of common law with statutory overlay, as well as protocols is overly complicated and difficult to access and understand. A statutory code set out in legislation would offer greater accessibility and simplicity for all involved. We also think there would be merit in considering the removal of the availability of non-protected trust deeds to streamline the debt solutions, and a statutory codification could be used to achieve this.
In terms of the Debt Arrangement Scheme, it would appear that Business DAS has not worked well and there has been very little usage of this solution. The debtors that might seek to use Business DAS have also been neglected by sequestration, the attention to, and reforms of, which have been largely focused on consumer debtors. Further attention should be given to: (a) the desirability of more specific provision for sole traders/business debtors in the context of debt solutions; and/or (b) whether business and/or other entities, e.g. partnerships, trust estates and corporate bodies (other than registered companies or LLPs), would be more suitably dealt with in a modified corporate insolvency regime (see e.g. England and Wales) or in some other alternative regime. There may be merit in modifying the rules for statutory debt solutions to take account of the needs of business debtors, including entities and sole traders. The current solutions have largely been developed in more recent times with consumers in mind and other parties can only use these tools to the best of their ability in the absence of more suitable tools.
[bookmark: _Hlk172726678]More broadly regarding DAS, we agree that there is a strong argument in favour of a regime that has an income-based approach and in which assets can be excluded, allowing the family home in particular to be protected. We consider, however, that debt relief should be more restrictive in such a procedure in comparison to sequestration, to reflect the lack of a (full) surrender of assets (cf sequestration). There should, however, be limits on how long a DAS should be allowed to continue for and a period of e.g. 15 years as mentioned in the consultation paper seems to be too long. The relevant time period and the suitability of DAS could be considered as part of the assessment in a single gateway approach, and if the relevant DAS period in a given instance is deemed too long, then another option may be deemed preferable and would more appropriately meet the needs of those involved and allow for the debtor to obtain debt relief and a fresh start. 
[bookmark: _Hlk172728191]The current moratorium provisions have some issues, and even with the forthcoming introduction of the mental health moratorium, there is arguably a gap in terms of an equivalent for physical incapability. In this context, it seems to us that the key issue is whether someone is in a position whereby they are incapable of addressing their debt problems. A single, more flexible moratorium could tie in neatly with a single gateway and allow for a decision-maker to take account of a debtor’s circumstances in determining whether there should be a moratorium and what the duration ought to be (and thus a prescribed time period for the moratorium could even be removed). The rules developed in relation to the mental health moratorium could be considered as part of this. If the present moratorium model is retained, the current period of the moratorium may be appropriate in some instances, but in others it is probably too long and unfair to creditors, who may need to wait a considerable period of time to recover their debts (which they may depend on to pay their own creditors). 
Family Home
We have also noted above the need for a consistent approach (as far as possible), when dealing with the family home in sequestration, diligence and where there is a secured creditor. However, we acknowledge that there might be a stronger argument in allowing for the sale of a family home in sequestration compared to diligence. We have already indicated that while we do not think that a family home should be excluded from sequestration, there should be additional protections and the law could be improved. 
Diligence
In terms of diligence, there is a need to finally decide how to proceed with the reform of diligence over land, i.e. whether to introduce land attachment (see Bankruptcy and Diligence (Scotland) Act 2007, ss 81-128) or an alternative. Of course, this necessitates deciding whether to allow such diligence to be executed against a family home or residential property more broadly, and whether this could allow for sale or merely a priority in relation to proceeds from sale by a debtor or another. Even if such property is entirely excluded, there is a need to make a final decision about this, as it is currently holding up the reform of diligence over commercial land and also the reform of residual diligence (e.g. the introduction of residual attachment – see 2007 Act, ss 129-145), which is of relevance for assets such as intellectual property and digital assets (which are becoming more commonplace).  
More generally regarding diligence and debt enforcement, attention needs to be given to their relationship with debt solutions and the need for a consistent approach (as far as possible). The focus of this consultation is debt solutions, but it is important that diligence is fully considered in combination with debt solutions going forward as part of the review. In addition, we think that information disclosure orders in the Bankruptcy and Diligence etc (Scotland) Act 2007, s 220, should finally be introduced, to support effective debt enforcement and to minimise costs to all parties. It would also be desirable if the interaction with the law relating to secured creditors is considered too, particularly since the Moveable Transactions (Scotland) Act 2023 is due to come into force soon (albeit that consumers will not be able to grant a statutory pledge) and the Scottish Law Commission are reviewing the law of heritable securities (security over land).
Treatment of Assets
One of the principles of the insolvency system should be universal enforceability against the debtor’s assets, with some exceptions to allow the debtor to have a reasonable standard of life and to avoid them being rendered destitute. Various assets are excluded from debt solutions and diligence and should continue to be, including household items, tools of trade and vehicles up to a specified amount, although there may be a debate to be had over the extent and content of such exclusions. Threshold amounts for asset values should be increased periodically in line with inflation and ought to take account of policy intentions. There is also a need for clarity regarding the extent to which the protections of funds in relation to arrestment also apply in sequestration (e.g. protected minimum balance in a bank account and funds deriving from social security benefits etc). 
It would also be advisable to consider and clarify the law relating to particular types of assets, such as pensions (where the underlying rationale for certain existing exclusions may have been called into question by the reforms introducing pension freedoms) and digital assets (which are a relatively new type of asset). This is true in relation to both sequestration and diligences.
Access to Debt Solutions
As already indicated, we believe that there are a number of ways in which the single gateway could prove advantageous and we would reiterate the other positive aspects relating to a single gateway mentioned above. While there would undoubtedly be challenges in developing such a system, it could be designed in such a way to take account of the views of a debtor and (if appropriate) their creditors. The relevant parties could also have a right of appeal in some circumstances, if they consider that an inappropriate solution has been selected. Attention would need to be given to who would be the decision-maker with such a gateway and how much discretion they would have. The single gateway might also help in terms of addressing the stigma of insolvency but other measures dealing with issues at an earlier stage, such as financial education over the course of a person’s life and accessibility of guidance and assistance might be more valuable in this regard (even though it is unlikely that the stigma accompanying debt and debt solutions will ever be wholly eradicated). 
Much of the focus on access to debt solutions understandably relates to debtors. However, it is important to also consider how creditors can seek to place debtors into such solutions. At present, creditors are limited to debt recovery using diligences or by petitioning for sequestration, which is often seen as inappropriate. This has been mitigated to some extent by reforms allowing a debtor to obtain a continuation of a sequestration petition in order to explore the possibility of a DAS, but this is only a partial solution as the matter remains with the debtor. If there were to be a single gateway, this would potentially allow for creditor action to also lead to other debt solutions (if appropriate), which would mean debtors would confront their debt problems and obtain an appropriate solution rather than continue to do nothing to the detriment of not only their creditors but the debtor themselves. It would therefore hopefully lead to solutions that are more suitable for the debtor and their creditors generally. 
In terms of the administration of the system, there has of course been a shift from the courts to the AiB over time. This has generally worked fairly well. Yet some matters ought to remain with the courts, for appropriate oversight. We think there would be merit in a specialist bankruptcy/debt solutions/diligence/enforcement court or tribunal (which might or might not be an offshoot of the sheriff courts). This would also fit in well with the single gateway model and would allow the judge/tribunal to act as decision-maker to determine the most appropriate debt solution if such a model were adopted. Combining a specialist court/tribunal with the single gateway could even lift some of the pressure on the debt advice sector and allow advisors to focus on their role as representative and advisor for the debtor. This would help avoid conflict issues that debt advisors may have and would allow for the balancing of different factors in decision-making to be done by another party. An alternative “gatekeeper” for the single gateway would be the AiB, with powers to refer certain matters to the court; however, we would have more reservations regarding this approach.     
Additional Comments
We note that this consultation (with some exceptions) is pitched at a high level and is broad brush in its approach. We expect and hope that there will be further opportunities for input and consultation in future, where we can provide more detailed comments in relation to specific matters and suggested proposals. It is important that some attention is paid to the ongoing review of personal insolvency law in England and Wales. We are aware that there is similarly division on various issues and a lack of consensus there. We consider that while there may be merit in aligning the Scottish system with some of the changes ultimately adopted in England and Wales, we should proceed cautiously as our system is different and we should not follow suit simply because they have decided on a particular approach, as the approach may not be suitable in Scotland in terms of policy or legal doctrine. 
There are many technical issues regarding sequestration, other debt solutions and diligence that could be usefully addressed, notwithstanding recent and expected reforms. However, our understanding is that this consultation is not the place for us to provide a detailed list of such issues and the salience of them may depend on broader approaches or options taken. Please though let us know if you would like us to provide such a list in due course. 
We acknowledge that a lot of this area of law is political, difficult and controversial. However, it is important that policy and implementation decisions are made and are not unduly delayed. Whether or not our suggestions find favour, the chosen approach needs to be coherent and satisfactorily implemented to meet policy objectives. 


Thank you again for completing this Consultation document – all views matter.
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